REMARKS 



1-2. 

A. With respect to the objection to the claims and specification with regard to the use of 
the term "firing chamber" as opposed to "loading chamber", the specification and claims have 
been amended to cancel "firing" and insert -loading- in accord with the Examiner's 
comments, which were greatly appreciated. 

3-5. Claims 1,12 and 14 are not believed to be obvious in light of Badoni '447 and the Rost 
'895 and Ruger '892 references. 

Applicant takes issue with the Examiner's assertions that implement 10 is an 
elongated "magazine" block and that the inside of receiver cartridge chamber 21 is "the 
magazine". In addition, the implement or block 10 of Badoni '447 is not inserted into a 
magazine as is the case with the present invention. In fact, Badoni '447 does not even use 
the term "magazine". Claim 1 (currently amended) recites "an elongate single unitary 
magazine block including an integral lower portion removably insertable into an upper end of 
such magazine". Claim 12 (currently amended) recites "a pair of integral opposed shoulders 
for receiving a top portion of such magazine thereby being removably insertable into such 
magazine". Accordingly, claims 1 (currently amended) and 12 (currently amended) 
distinguish over the Badoni '447 device. The Examiner is believed to agree with applicant 
and in effect concedes the point by acknowledging the argument of the applicant that Badoni 
"is lacking an implement having a lower portion that fits into a magazine". The Rost et al and 
Ruger et al references both relate to pistols and not to rifles like Badoni. Since Badoni is not 
insertable into a magazine, there would be no use for either of Rost et al or Ruger et al and 
the alleged motivation for allegedly obviously reconstructing Badoni fails. The Examiner has 
used applicant's disclosure in reconstructing the prior art applied, and such hindsight is not in 
accord with established interpretations of 35 U.S.C. 103(a). Claim 14 depends on claim 1 as 
currently amended, and is believed to be patentable over Badoni '447 in view of Rost et al 
'895 or Ruger et al '892. 

6. With respect to the rejection of Claim 21 as allegedly being obvious in light of Badoni 
'447 as applied to claims 1, 12 and 14 as discussed hereinabove and Preston '810, claim 21 
recites "an elongate single unitary magazine block including an integral lower portion having 
a pair of opposed shoulders for slidably inserting said block into the upper end of such 
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magazine", thus clearly distinguishing over the cited references for the reasons discussed in 
paragraphs 4-5 hereinabove. The Badoni block does not disclose structure for slidably 
inserting the block into a magazine of any nature. 

7. Claims 1 and 14 are not obvious in light of Arrequin 794, Rost et al '895 and Ruger 
'892. 

With regard to a magazine locking and release means, the blocking device of Arrequin 
could not be easily released due to the connection to the rod and locking apparatus that fits 
through the barrel. A user would have to disassemble the entire locking apparatus in order to 
manually pull the magazine out of the gun. Accordingly, the magazine release means of Rost 
et al and Ruger et al would have no applicability to the gun of Arrequin (FIGS. 7-8). In 
addition, the element 12 does not appear to be secured in place without the rod apparatus. 

The magazine block of the present invention is a single unitary element carried in its 
entirety by the magazine used. 

8. Claim 21 is not believed to be obvious in light of Arrequin, Rost et al, Ruger et al and 
Preston '810. 

With regard to Preston, The Arrequin reference requires the rod apparatus discussed 
hereinbelow. Accordingly, the charging handle and bolt catch of Preston does not make the 
present magazine block obvious in light of the principal reference, Arrequin. 

In conclusion, applicant maintains that Claims 1, 12, 14 and 21 are not obvious in light 
of the cited devices. The present block is a single unitary element inserted in the top of a 
magazine. Nothing else is provided nor is any other apparatus needed. No proper 
combination of the cited references teaches or suggests the present invention. 

9. The allowable subject matter of Claims 2-1 1 , 1 3, 1 5-20 and 22-25 is acknowledged. 

1 0. The allowable subject matter of Claims 26-32 is acknowledged. 

1 1 . Applicant has responded to the Examiner hereinabove in paragraphs 4-5. 

1 2. A telephone interview is respectfully solicited to resolve any remaining issue. 
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Respectfully submitted, 




Arthur G. Yeager, Reg. No. 19,892 
245-1 East Adams Street 
Jacksonville, FL 32202-3365 
Tel: (904)355-9631 
Fax: (904)355-9632 

Date: 
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